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ABSTRACT 


The study examined the impact on employees of 
the relocation of the Misericordia Hospital from the 
city centre to a suburban area. Mailed questionnaires 
were used to obtain information regarding demographic 
and job-related variables. Differences with respect 
to the above variables were examined for employees 
whose decision to quit was affected by relocation and 
those who stayed. Among employees who stayed, dif- 
ferences between those who moved closer to the new 
hospital and those who did not move were analyzed on 


the same basis. 


When the employees who quit because of reloca- 
tion were compared to those who stayed, they were found 
to be very similar on the demographic and job-related 
variables examined. No significant differences were 
found between the samples in regards to sex, age, marital 
status, education, length of employment and job satis- 
faction. The only variable on which the samples differed 


Significantly was difficulty of travel. 


Differences for those who quit for reasons other 


than relocation and those who stayed were also examined. 
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No significant differences were found with respect to 
sex, marital status, education and increase in travel 
difficulty. Those who quit were, however, found to be 
Significantly younger, employed for a shorter period 

of time and less satisfied with their jobs. The find- 
ings indicate that those who quit for reasons other 
than relocation would have been lost to the hospital 
regardless of relocation. However, it appears likely 
that if greater assistance had been offered, turnover 
could have been reduced among those who quit because of 


relocation. 


An examination of differences between those 
who moved their residence closer to the hospital and 
those who didn't move indicated that those who chose 
to move were younger, more likely to be single, lived 
Significantly closer to the old hospital and faced 
considerably greater increases in travel difficulty 
as a result of the relocation. The two groups did 
not differ significantly with respect to sex, educa- 
tion or length of employment. Although accommodation 
close to the new hospital was reported to be too ex- 
pensive, the availability of suitable accommodation 
in the area did not appear to be a Significant factor 


in the “decision: to move. 
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 


Background? 


On July 18, 1969 the Misericordia Hospital moved 
from its former location in downtown Edmonton to the 
western boundary of the city. The relocation was brought 
about by a desire to expand the services provided by the 
hospital as well as the need to update the existing faci- 
lities to satisfactory standards. To provide the desired 
service at the former location would have required 
demolition of older parts of the existing hospital. The 
new hospital would have completely covered the available 
Space resulting in the loss of all parking and landscaped 
areas. Other factors bearing heavily on the decision 
were the difference between land costs in the downtown 
area and those in a suburban location and the fact that 
further expansion, if possible at all, would be very 


difficult. Another factor which apparently played a minor 


1 information provided in this section was obtained 
through interviews with the Personnel Director at the 
Misericordia Hospital and from a file maintained by the 
Hospital Administration during the time relocation was 
under consideration. 
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2 
role in the decision was the existence of another major 


hospital in the immediate vicinity. 


The relocation of the Misericordia involved a 
move from 111 Street and 99 Avenue to 169 Street and 87 
Avenue, a distance of 6.3 miles by the shortest possible 
transportation route. The new Misericordia had a capa- 
city of 555 beds and 100 bassinets as compared to 326 
beds and 60 basSinets at the old location, increases of 
70 per cent and 67 per cent respectively. The average 
number of fulltime employees increased from 715 prior to 
the move to 959 following relocation, an increase of 34 
per cent.” This involved an increase from 12 to 19 
wards, an increase of 58.3 per cent. Additionally, the 
increase in administrative support staff was propor- 
eLonanlyahnrahernethanecors production? staff.” The floor 


space of the new facility (including nurses' residence, 


2 The General Hospital was only two blocks from the 
old Misericordia Hospital and faced similar problems. It 
stayed at its downtown location and chose the alternative 
rejected by the Misericordia, i.e., demolition of old 
facilities and reconstruction on the existing site. 


3the averages were calculated for the periods July 
ieee GChmcOopodness), ab969Rand Julyaly 1969htos,Junes307a1970. 
The average number of part-time staff increased from 76 to 
111 in the same period, an increase of 46.1 per cent. The 
staff size had stabilized to approximately 1020 and 146 
part-time by February, 1970. 


4 por example, the personnel office increased from 
one professional employee (plus secretarial service) to 
three professional employees (plus secretarial service). 
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3 
sisters' residence, and engineering building) was 850,000 
Square feet as compared to 320,000 square feet in the old 
hospital, an increase of 165.6 per cent. This area was 
Spread out over eight floors, plus a large underground 
area (laundry, central supply, etc.), as compared to only 


theeept*oorsVinethesoldrthospltal: 


The increase in physical size and service capa- 
bility was considerably greater than the increase in 
staff. The proportionally higher increase in service 
than in staff would necessitate an increase in efficiency. 
If this was not achieved, the result would be greatly in- 
creased workloads. The larger floor area and the spatial 
arrangement (more floors) brought about a much greater 
physical separation of wards. Also, the proportionally 
greater increase in the number of wards, as compared to 
the increase in staff, meant smaller work units. Another 
result was that employees who had formerly worker together 
on one large ward now worked in different wards, possibly 
Sepabaveomby Several tlLoors. .~«the resultscould: besa 
weakening and possibly complete destruction of the exist- 
ing social interaction between and within work groups. 
Also, the physical layout of the new Rescieel would make 
new interactions harder to establish than in the old 


hospitals 


The relocation also involved changes in the 
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4 
organizational structure. Larger and more complex equip- 
ment was required to service the new facility, thus 
creating new positions and upgrading others, while some 
positions became redundant.> In addition, some changes 
in staff which had nothing to do with the relocation were 
interpreted by employees as resulting solely from the 
move.° Shortly before the relocation (about four months) 
the hours of work were changed for nursing staff. For 
example, the day shift now commenced work at 7:30 a.m. 
instead of 7:00 a.m. This meant travelling to or from 
work in the much heavier traffic associated with the early 
HOoLningecush NOuUr.. )sbhs stactor inv addition to the in- 
creased distances to the new hospital, made it extremely 
difficult for women on night shift to arrive home in time 


to prepare their children for the school day. 


The relocation of the Misericordia Hospital from 


>The pneumatic tube communication system created 
a need for a specialized maintenance engineer. The new 
heating system required 3rd class engineers on shift as 
compared to the former requirement of 4th class engineers. 
This resulted in 4th class engineers becoming redundant 
and 3rd class engineers who formerly held senior positions 
being required to return to shift work. Elevator opera- 
tors also became redundant with the installation of auto- 
matic equipment. 


Srne following comment from a questionnaire il- 
lustrates this very well. "It was this supervisor - 
brought in for the new hospital that brought about my 
decision to resign." Information from the personnel 
office indicated that the change arose because of the 
former supervisor's request for a transfer and was in 
no way related to the relocation. 


ron: Biuw. ,exsiBo paibexedy brn pita ale 
asenbiis anor ncisaphe at *.ahetimber omnes | 
stew acidsudisx edd déiw ub ed pastes bee vokiw 2 
ef mow yieloe onti ivesar Be cobyolgim we sr 
(edddom xu0% syods) cofyavolex sid sacked ylarode * evo Y 


SOY . .276%2 prisivn 102 bepnendS stow Jrow to emon nik P 
tvs O62T Jd6 Anew Sbeonemmos wor 4itde yeh dd sigue _ 
hoxt wo od onbilaves saesin eitY «mes BET Fo toosamk 7 
wPaae efy ditw Geceinoe2& 32tlisis xuasiveed Aestuer én at ion 
“uk sdf 07 -nGivibbs ai ,vo3ost aint niet har onideneal - 
Yisnetsxe ti shat ,feticsod wen edd of 2ennunteLh peasexo | 
0L3 Wi Sion avitis o2 32212 Jipin no nsytow 703 sub 


“yeh Loonoe ‘sit oF ‘notil ido erases a1eyete Gf ' 


moat tesiqeot. achtootigeil siz to noijtsvels +. sap .e 


POJSEID moteye coitdaoiougmos sdod sitcoy 
wet o0f ,Wonipne sonshstatam boys err 
Sm #320% fo 2 (sesis Sf) baxiupss mp: 

— Beets | aigns tot ls 


anotaiag 


5 
city centre to suburban area provided the opportunity to 


examine the impact of such a move on employees. 


Theschanges in®organizational, structure, policy 
(eg., hours of work) workload, and atmosphere (social 
interaction) are not directly related to the physical 
relocation. However, they are very much a part of the 
relocation and as such have effects on turnover, either 
by themselves or through interacting with the physical 
relocation (commuting problems). This study was not 
designed to directly examine these peripheral changes. 
However, they will be discussed in terms of the comments 


received on the returned questionnaires. 


Review of the Literature 


A search of the literature on relocation yielded 
a majority of studies concerned with long distance moves 
(relocation outside the present commuting area). The 
literature available on relocation from the city core 
area to the Suburbs was minimal, focusing largely on des- 
criptive examinations of administrative problems encoun- 


tered in such moves. / The one exception was Burtt's 


7pxamples Ot this type Of article’ are.) Employee 
Tretierery Personnels dournal, XLIV1965), pp. 564-65; 
and "When the Office Moves from City to Suburb," The 
COcplcemmExxl (lune, L970) pp. -25-25. 
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study® which examined workers' adaptation to plant 


relocation in suburbia. The study was designed to test 
the hypothesis that relocation would result in monetary 
and psychic costs to employees due to the need to select 


one of three possible alternatives: 


Ty Quit his job and seek other employment in 


the core area. 


2. Keep his job and move closer to the new 


location. 


3. Keep his job and accept a changed pattern 


of commuting. 


Although the study did not propose and test hypotheses 
regarding the relationships between demographic and job 
related variables and the alternative chosen, it did 


examine the relationships in an exploratory fashion. 


Household interviews were conducted with 180 
workers in the greater Boston area who were employees 


of relocated firms.” Findings suggest that those who 


ST eTeer Ue BuGiey G.;.WwOlkmerS = Adapt to. Plant 
Relocation in Suburbia," Monthly Labor Review, XCI 
(1968), PPp- Le 


gSubjects were selected from 10 firms selected 
as representative of 52 firms that relocated from the 
core to suburbia between 1955 and 1964. The 180 subjects 
were chosen in three equal groups to represent those who 
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7 
quit were younger, more likely to be single, less edu- 
cated, and had worked for a shorter time with the firm 
than those who stayea.1° Burtt reported previous 
studiestt which have shown that younger, single employees 
typically commute short distances. Although this infor- 
mation alone would not lead to a prediction concerning a 
decision toequitsor stay after relocation, it’ could be 
hypothesized that, of employees who chose to stay, single 


employees would be more likely to choose alternative two 


(move closer) than older, married employees. 


Burtt did examine commuting difficulty but only 
for individuals who stayed with the firm and didn't change 
their residence. Although 80 per cent of the group who 
lived in the core area reported increased commuting time, 
only 48 per cent stated that their commuting pattern was 
worse than before the move. Those who reported the com- 


MutiHay patterneto be thersame or better had"an average 


quit prior to the move, those who stayed with the firm, 
and those who hired on after the move. - The third group 
is of no relevance to the present study and results 
pertaining to this group are not discussed. 


SUNG tests are reported to indicate the signifi- 
cance of the differences between the two groups. 


11 eonard P, Adams and Thomas W. Mackesey, Com- 
muting Patterns of Industrial Workers (Cornell University 
Press)5l955).. and vEverett L.-Burtt,4Jxn., “Labour Supply 
Characteristics of Route 128 Firms," Research Report No. 
ie 1958 (Federal Reserve Bank of Boston, 1958) cited by 
Burtt uWorkerseAacapt to Plant’ Relocation,” p. 2. 
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increase of 11 minutes travel time, while the average 
increase for subjects reporting worse travel pattern was 
20 minutes. The actual commuting time for same or better 
was 39 minutes compared to 38 minutes for the worse group. 
This would seem to indicate that the change in commuting 
time, aS opposed to actual commuting time, may be an 
important variable. A limitation of this aspect of 
Burtt's study was his failure to examine the change in 
travel patterns which would have been encountered by 
those who chose to quit. It seems likely that this 
variable may have played an important role in their deci- 


Sion? 


Burtt attempted to examine job satisfaction but 
his method of reporting his findings makes it difficult 
to assess the significance of the reported differences 
between the two groups (those who quit and those who 
stayed). He suggests, however, that those who quit were 


more dissatisfied than those who stayed. 


Although no other studies have examined the 
relationship of job satisfaction and relocation, several 


have examined the relationship between job satisfaction 


and turnover. Brayfield and Crockett! end wHelZverg.eu 


‘te H. Brayfield and W. H. Crockett, "Employee 
Attitudes and Employee Performance," Psychological 
Buiveting Live (1955), pp. 396-424. 
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have reviewed the literature in this area exten- 
Sively. The former authors tentatively concluded that 
the data are suggestive of a relationship between job 
Satietacttensandmturnover white #Hernzbergret al. are much 
less equivocal about this. There were, however, dif- 
ferences in the criteria for inclusion, significance 
levels, and extensiveness of the surveys. Brayfield 

and Crockett included only those studies in which em- 
ployees themselves were respondents and insisted on 
Sorictmacetuotical signttsCance levels. —saherzberg et al. 
additionally included those in which data on job satis- 
faction was provided by managers and union officials or 
was inferred from descriptions of work situations. They 
were also less stringent with respect to statistical 
significance levels, including studies which showed 
statistical tendencies and reported nontestable asser- 


trons. 


‘ 14 : 
In a more recent review, Lyons reviewed 32 


13prederick Herzberg, et al., Job Attitudes: 
Review of Research and Opinion (Pittsburgh: Psychologi- 
CalmoeccutecerOltmeLlttsburghiy 195/) Citedeby» Victor H. 
Vroom, Work and Motivation (New York: John Wiley and 
SOncreeblic 0.4) 8, apie oW 


are F. Lyons, "Review of Attitudes and Turnover," 
(unpublished manuscript, Ann Arbor, Michigan, 1966), cited 
bywtesEebyons, Nursing Attitudeswand Turnover (Ames, 
Iowa: Industrial Relations Center, Iowa State University, 
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10 
independent samples using Brayfield and Crockett's 
criteria. He found that 16 of the 32 samples contained 
relationships of turnover and job satisfaction statis- 
tically significant of the .05 level or better. He 
concluded that "less favorable or negative attitudes 
are associated with turnover and the propensity to with- 


draw from organization." 


On the basis of the suggested findings of Burtt 
regarding job satisfaction and relocation and the body 
of evidence supporting a relationship between job satis- 
faction and turnover, it could be expected that those 
who chose to quit rather than stay when relocation 


occurred would show significantly lower satisfaction. 


The Present Study 


The purpose of the study was to examine the im- 
pact of the relocation of the Misericordia Hospital on 
its employees. As siecratesheraen previously in the review of 
Busties erevolete © an employee of a relocated firm has 


three alternatives to choose from: 


1. Quit his job and seek other employment in 


LyOnseOve) Clt., Pp. 9. 
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the core area. 


2. Keep his job and move closer to his new 


place of work. 


3. Keep his job and accept a changed pattern 


of commuting. 


However, due to the large residential area existing 
between the sites of the old and new Misericordia 
Hospitals, it was possible for employees to live the 
same distance from both locations or closer to the new 
location. If all other transportation variables re- 
mained constant (i.e., equally efficient bus service), 
the need to choose among the three alternatives would 


exist only for those who faced increases in distance. 


Wither eSpectelOsdiL iG CULtCyVSOhetravels to,work, 

Burte 4s findings.’ suggest that change in travel time 

may be a more important variable than actual travel 

time. Although Burtt did not examine differences between 
those who guit and those who stayed, in the present study 
it was hypothesized that those who quit would show greater 
increases in travel difficulty than those who stayed. To 
examine travel difficulty questions were included with 


respect to distance, time and mode of transportation. 


TTeurtt, OpemcClti. jp. 4. 
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12 
The present study will include an examination of 
differences between those who quit and those who stayed 
with respect to demographic and job-related variables. 
On the basis of the findings presented by Burtt,>° Ate 


could be hypothesized that those who quit would be: 
1. Younger 
2. More likely to be single 
3. Less educated 


4. Employed for a shorter time at the hospital 


Additionally, it could be hypothesized that those who quit 
would have been less satisfied with their jobs than those 


who stayed. 


However, there are many differences between 
Burtt's subjects and those in the present study, most 
noticeably sex and occupation. The subjects in Burtt's 
study were exclusively males, whereas the majority of 
the subjects in the spate re study were females. Addi- 
tionally, Burtt's subjects were largely blue collar 
workers while those in the present study included a large 
number of professionals. The significance of these dif- 
ferences was not known, but was considered in the present 


study. 
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Additionally, it was expected that other factors 
meyehave playedransimportanterelesin thesindividualls 
decision to quit at the time of relocation. The impor- 
tance of the subject's earnings with respect to family 
income may have reflected a need factor to continue em- 
ployment. Additionally, in this respect, the availability 
of alternative employment may have been an important fac- 
tor. An attempt was made to examine some of these factors 
by including questions on percentage of family income 
earned, number of dependents, whether alternative employ- 
ment was sought, and perceived availability of other 


employment at the time of relocation. 


Another factor which may have played a role in 
the individual's decision to resign would be the type 
of accommodation currently occupied and the availability 
of accommodation in the area surrounding the new hospital. 
The questionnaire included questions with respect to type 
of accommodation, length of residence at current address 
(at time of relocation), whether new accommodation was 
sought and availability of accommodation in the area close 


to the new hospital. 


Those employees who stayed at the hospital were 
faced with a choice of moving their residence or accept- 
ing new travel patterns. On the basis of Burtt's study, 


it was hypothesized that those who chose to move would 
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14 
be most likely to be younger, single employees. Dif- 
ferences between the two groups were also examined with 


respect to the variables mentioned above. 
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METHODOLOGY 


As the present study was originally conceived, 
it was proposed to examine differences between those who 
quit and those who stayed with respect to demographic 
and job related variables using information available 
from the existing personnel files at the Misericordia 
Hospital. However, upon examination, the information in 
the files proved to be inadequate for the purpose of the 
study!” and consequently a questionnaire was developed 
to obtain the desired information. Due to the necessity 
of using a questionnaire, the scope of the study was 
therefore expanded to include additional job-related 


Variables (i.e., job satisfaction, mode of transporta- 


tLoMee travel, time) . 


Subjects 


Subjects were selected from the personnel files 


19pasic information with respect to education, 
place of residence, distance to work and, most important- 
ly, reasons for resigning, was missing or out-of-date on 
numerous files. 
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16 
of the Misericordia Hospital. The overall group from 
which selection was made included all employees of the 
hospital who were on staff as of July 16, 1968 or were 
hired between this date and June 30, 1969. As the old 
hospital was being gradually phased out, June 30 was 
chosen as the cutoff date and hirings immediately prior 
to the move were defined as specifically for the new 


hospital. 


This study was only concerned with voluntary 
resignations. Therefore, the following were elimi- 


nated: 
1. Students undergoing training at the hospital, 
2. Employees hired on a temporary basis only, 


Be LOLcCed Lesignations. 


Those who had left the city were also eliminated 
if a forwarding address outside greater Edmonton was in- 
cluded in the personnel files. Others who gave "leaving 
the city" as their reason for resigning were included in 
the sample if their last known address was the greater 
Edmonton area. Staff doctors and top executive officers 
were eliminated because the number of subjects was too 
small to ensure the confidentiality of their replies. 


All other employees were included in the sample. 
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Those employees who remained on staff as of 

July 16, 1970 (one year after the move) were included in 
the STAY sample. The balance (those resigning between 
July 16, 1968 and July 15, 1970) were included in the 
QUIT sample. This resulted in sample sizes of 383 STAY 
and 323 QUIT. The STAY sample was reduced to 382 sub- 
jects since one subject stated that, although employed 
prior to the move, employment was only at the new hos- 
pital. The QUIT sample was reduced to 310 because 13 
questionnaires were returned incomplete with accompany- 
ing letters stating that the relocation did not affect 
their decision to resign.~° Completed questionnaires 
were returned by 86 QUIT and 213 STAY subjects, 
approximately 27.7 and 55.7 per cent respectively. 
Seven of the STAY and 43 of the QUIT questionnaires were 
returned by the Post Office as undeliverable, 4.1 and 
19.2 per cent of the non-returns in the respective 


samples.*t 


20che reasons listed were as follows: six left 
Edmonton, two returned to school, three worked at new 
Hospital only, one job ended with relocation, and one 
was forced to resign. 


Be attempted follow-up on the non-returns 
indicated that a much larger percentage was likely un- 
deliverable. 


7 ‘_ 2m 
Ano betlicne+ oil. 25 
_ 
iP - 


fot g@isw isvom ett tedts 269 Sno) Vas 

yar 
paidpdeax sx Wi) sonslted sd? . .slqmee Tea pets 
¢ x 


: Bébirfone srow feyer cil viet Bas FeeL al ¥ Cast 
im 


f 4 


-«* ¥e'R ERE hoi neske efqmne ni hetiveox arnt .etqmke 
_ a - : ‘ 


ere SSE od Boorrbe 


t 
— 
C 
r= 
baa 
As 
= 
af) 
pa 
be | 
s 
tj 
et 
So 
S 
™m 
> 


7 
i] Py a 
bevetows rievormtic ,tadd batete Jgosrfdue Sno) Sonmts 
\ \ i 
> : , x . eae [ mee - t ot al 
= =500) wea ers g6 vito. = snemyolasts ,Svon sms os 
ip m4 5 4 “rr ae ys — TP pelts ; _ 
EI eedeost OLE ot besuba1 eswosalomse TIUQ SAP  saieeeee 
_— ae 
m J4°% 5 7 * c. ah te - ind a om “in - ; Z a 
“YNEQRO0IS i2iW STelymoonr pedtlrot (ow eetisraortege > 
* ~~ ~ J & . ec * > mp * ‘ we 
Jostis gon Hib notyscolhs ed sedd preisete erssaek Be 
- — 
p 
— ‘ Sal e nat — — C- - an “a 
ST LBNIOIOLIASU Dp ID £3 CHU S ‘ Ly Se a HOLE LVS 
hon * ¢ F ° ae > 
he 1 hare eke ky us é Lo al, r , 4 29 HIS 
ne pp abs . > re - . , °° ¢ F we ob om eee ian ~ 
a vis f gm WS BS 33 14 f+ 3 oe See \ } coor ‘ s be Resa +n to z Do fal LL£RO z 
2 ' ' 


18 


Questionnaire 


The questionnaire’ mailed to each subject con- 
SistedsoOfstwo parts. “PartsA,, sent to all subjects, 
examined several demographic variables, job satisfaction, 
and difficulty of travel (to work) at the old hospital. 
Parte Ble sent to ally subjects in the STAY group, related 
to their employment at the new hospital. Part B2 was 
sent to all subjects in the QUIT group and sought in- 
formation related to their resignation and their current 
employment situation. A covering letrer-= was enclosed 
with the questionnaire to explain the purpose of the 


study and the importance of completing all questions. 


Pre-testing was carried out by having 5 STAY 
and 4 QUIT subjects complete the questionnaire. Post- 
interviews were obtained with these subjects to ascertain 
the clarity of the instructions and the questions. Slight 
changes in terminology were made, but no questions were 
added or deleted. The questionnaires were mailed with 
stamped, addressed envelopes enclosed. Questionnaires 
received prior to June 17, 1971 (one month after mailing) 


were included in the study. 


Jcee Appendix A for copy of questionnaire. 


3See Appendix A for copy of the covering 
letter. 
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19 
A telephone follow-up was attempted in order to 
increase the number of returns. However, it was found 


that most of these employees were no longer living at 


their last known address.°? 


goths follow-up resulted in only two additional 
returns from the QUIT sample. A personal contact follow- 
up of STAYS resulted in eleven additional replies. These 
were included in number of replies indicated earlier 
(86 QUITS, 213 STAYS). 
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CHAPTER. 


VALIDITY OF THE RETURNS 


Due to the relatively small returns of the 
mailed questionnaires (27.7 and 55.7 per cent of the 
QUIT and STAY subjects respectively), an attempt was 
made to check the validity of the returns against the 
original samples. This was made possible by the 
availability of complete data from the personnel files 
at the hospital regarding age, sex, occupation and 
marital status. The percentage of returns in each 
category was compared to the original distributions 


for the QUIT and STAY samples. 


Age Comparisons for the STAY group are presented in 
Table 1. The differences are minimal and would indicate 
that by age distribution the returns provide a good 


representation of the original STAY sample. 


The data presented in Table 2 indicate that the 
returns from the QUIT sample were fairly representative 
for most age groups, although some discrepancies did 


occur. 


Additionally, when examining the QUIT returns, 
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TABLE 1 


COMPARISON OF STAY RETURNS TO ORIGINAL 
STAY SAMPLE BY AGE 
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22 
consideration was given to date of resignation. Those re- 
Signing in a period one year before to one month after the 
relocation were referred to as "QUIT BEFORE" while those 
resigning up to one year after the relocation were referred 
to as "QUIT AFTER". Data regarding the two subgroups are 
presented in Table 3 and indicate that both are comparable, 


in terms of age, to the original QUIT sample. 


Also presented in Table 3 is data concerning the 
comparability of the age distribution of the returns from 
each of the QUIT sub-samples. Some sizable discrepancies 
are apparent in this data. The small number of subjects 
in older age categories could account for differences ob- 
served in these categories (i.e., over age 50). However, 
an additional time-age bias seems to occur in that in the 
QUIT BEFORE group younger categories tend to be under- 
represented by the returns and older categories tend to be 


over-represented. 


Sex Table 4 presents comparisons of returns to original 
sample for the STAY and QUIT samples with respect to sex. 
Additionally, it presents data for the two QUIT sub-samples 
(QUIT BEFORE and QUIT AFTER). For the STAY subjects, fe- 
males in the return sample are slightly over-represented 
while males are under-represented. Male subjects represent 
9.9 per cent of the STAY returns as compared to 13.9 per cent 


of the original STAY sample. The occupational category of "COOKS" 
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TABLE 3 


COMPARISON OF QUIT SUBGROUPS TO 
TOTAL QUIT SAMPLE BY AGE 


a ee ee ee 
eee a Een an ene eA ne en ee Se 
Age Categories 
Under 26- 31- .36- 41-— 46- 51- 56- Over Total 
26 30 35) 40 45 50 55 60 60 
a ey ere ee SS 


St! ASU ALS ely Ue ah iat chaps ale (Os) ALO® 


Sample 
Cl) >. 6.03) (428927) (2588 (18) G0) (S) (1) (267) 
SO mele Ome) Oc le EOelee) ee OmmmOmommn i Jui? ome ls Jem 100 
Returns 
(3) ele CS)? lO ae Co een (ee (2) (19a (86) 
Ort) mee n/c ae OMe OO eo) (eee ee ee m2 Ae) oO) ee. 0.0 
Sample 
Gr ee oO 2 Seek Jee (la) en(ehO:) amen oes GA Jem O pelo.) 
2.0255 Grammer ite One| Arce/ ae Aie/aerl tome Ol, Oem co me Ole Ome 0,0 
Returns 
(9) (3) (6 )Re CS) 5G) ge C4 OG i (29) 0 (0) 34) 
Arle Se Ashes) WS): ig LGU = Mites) “Uhre ANOS) 
Sample 
(ge /2) geen (es) tame (Fs A») mes (ole) meee (252s) ems (32) epee (67) seerme(lt) eee (el) (1 4:2 ) 
AC cee Am 0s Oe Oe OMe) kee O00 Lo LOO 
Returns 


(24) (8) Cis) (2, tee C4) ee 1s) PaO eee CE ae (52) 


*Numbers in brackets show number of subjects 
in each category. 
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TABLE 4 


COMPARISON OF RETURNS TO ORIGINAL SAMPLE FOR STAY, QUIT, 
QUIT BEFORE AND QUIT AFTER BY SEX 


OUT QUE 

STAY QUIT BEFORE AFTER 

Original We Sheg] ILG/ cell UG iyo 
Sample G5%,))* (553) (28) (25) 
Returns Sag) EOS e/ae1O 15.4 
(21) (14) (6) (8) 

Griginal shaycall S229 reper 8) 82.4 
Sample (329) (257) (140) Clan} 
Returns O.0FGL Oeiew/, 82.4 84.6 
(192) (si72)) (28) (44) 


*Numbers in brackets show number of subjects 

in each category. 
had the largest discrepancies between returns and original 
sample proportions.*~ Thise Grouppaccounted, cor 21.9 per 
cent of the male non-returns although it only included 


15.1 per cent of the male subjects in the STAY sample. 


2°rhis discrepancy is further discussed under 
the Occupation analysis in the present chapter. 
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2D 
Almost the entire discrepancy between returns and original 
sample for the male STAY subjects can be accounted for by 
Envew one occupational group. Overall, however, returns 
from the STAY subjects were fairly representative of the 
original sample in terms of the sex variable. The sex 
proportions of the QUIT sample and QUIT sub-sample returns 
approximate even more closely the original sample propor- 


BLOONS. 


Marital Status Table 5 presents comparisons of returns 
to original sample for STAY and QUIT samples with respect 
to marital status. Data is also presented for the two 


sub-samples of the QUIT sample. 


The STAY sample returns were a very close approxi- 
mation of the original sample. The QUIT returns were over- 
represented by married subjects (75.6 per cent of the 
returns compared to 62.6 per cent of the original sample). 
When examining the QUIT sub-samples, this discrepancy is 
even more exaggerated in the QUIT BEFORE sub-sample (85.3 
per cent of returns compared to 61.9 per cent of the 
original sample). The marital status bias occurring in 
the QUIT returns sample appears to be related to a time 


factor in the same way as was the age bias. 


Occupation A comparison of returns to original sample 
for occupational categories was made for STAY and QUIT 


Saniplesmonly-sebividing the QULT, sample “into, the respective 
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MARITAL STATUS 


TABLE 5 
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MARITAL STATUS COMPARISON OF RETURNS TO ORIGINAL SAMPLE 


FOR STAY, QUIT, QUIT BEFORE AND QUIT AFTER 


SaaS a SS pace SSS 
= Sa Samana ciupromeamesememeeeemameee nope a eee 


OUT OU: 
STAY OUUPILTE BEFORE AFTER 
S* R* S R S R S R 
Single 
Pad -4 20 a2 30.6 2a 2928 1457 eM 7 Zo a0 
(SL) *) (43) (95) (20) (50) (Ce9) (45) 5) 
Married 
Le =O Wish 62.6 oro 6159 85-3 6254 69.2 
(275) (156 } (194) (65) (104) (29) (90) (36) 
Other 
6.8 O26 6.8 iil Sg & Ono a9 pat) 


(26) (uz) (21) (1) ) (0) 


*S indicates original sample, 
R indicates returns. 


(7) 


**Numbers in brackets show number of subjects 


in each category. 


(dl) 


sub-samples would have reduced the number of subjects in 


each occupational category to a meaningless size. 


sons are presented in Table 6. 


Compari- 


Returns from the STAY sample provided a good 


occupational representation of the original STAY sample. 


The largest discrepancy occurred in the "COOK" category 
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TABLE 6 


COMPARISON BY OCCUPATION OF RETURNS TO ORIGINAL 
SAMPLE FOR STAY AND QUIT 


Q S 
Sample Return Sample Return 
Registered 
Nurse 24.2 2 2 De 2625 
CLD is (24) (96) (56) 
Certified 
Nursing Aide Load 14.0 ie TD 
(42) (EZ) (28) (16) 
a 
° Nursing Assistant 
538 Pas} Veal 8.0 
BH 
me (18) (2) (2) (aby) 
Ay 
° certified 
ONursing Orderly 2.9 2 2.6 Dt 
'S) 
fo) (9) (2) (10) (>) 
Operating Room 
Technician de O70 1,0 Oss 
(3) (0) (4) (2) 
Lab Technician 5.8 Sat 4.2 4.2 
(18) ve) (16) (9) 


X-Ray Technician 
Ay!) 4.7 Lees 0.0 


(6) (4) (5) (0) 
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TABLE 6, continued 


Sample 


Admintvetrationy® iv. 6 


Cook 0.6 
(2) 
Food Service ad 
(24) 
Housekeeping 8.4 
(26) 
Laundry Ber 
(10) 
Tradesmen Sree 
(10) 
Clerical Grew 
(ite) 
Nursing 


AGM pSetoaciOn el. 
(4) 


Central Supply 
Depot 2a 
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Return 


WZ 


ae 
(t) 


thes 
(6) 


28 


Return 


38S) 
(39) 


slgmse 


tS 


" a 


Sounisnes 8 
s O 8 


i] (? 


wie 


wh 


‘Laitaebs 


29 


TABLE 6, continued 


Q S 


Sample Return Sample Return 
Aleppo Se ee 2 a ee ee a Ce 


Inhalation 
Therapy 0.0 0.0 OSS 1.4 
(0) (0) (37) (3) 
Other** Ales) a0 1z20 0.9 
GAs (6) (4) (2) 
ma 
olab 
ks Assistant ‘ees 4.7 A 0.9 
= (4) (4) (4) (2) 
a 
fa 
5Faculty Ph 3 Shes) ao Paes 
2 GA (3) (7) (3) 
'S) 
e) 
Receptionist 1.6 23 1G 23 


(5) (2) (6) (SD) 


Medical Records 


Librarian 0.3 ihe OS 0.9 
(5) (13) (3) (2) 

Physio- 
therapist Oras Se O20 0.0 


1) (1) (0) (0) 


*Numbers in brackets show number of subjects 
in each category. 


** Includes professionals, such as photographer, 
pharmacist, which are not listed elsewhere. 
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30 
which represented only 2.3 per cent of the returns com- 
pared to0m>..5 per cent of the original sample. 7° Although 
the approximation was not as good for the QUIT sample, 
discrepancies were still relatively small. With the 
small number of subjects in some of the categories, the 
addition or subtraction of only one subject can change 
thesproportions quite drastically. In view of this, the 
magnitude of the discrepancies which occurred appeared 


to be within acceptable limits for the purposes of the 


present study. 


Length of Employment Table 7 presents comparisons for 
average length of employment in months. The original 
STAY sample was closely approximated by the returns, 53.6 
and 55.6 months respectively. The QUIT return had been 
employed for a much longer length of time than subjects 
in the original sample, 40.4 and 28.0 months respectively. 
When the two QUIT sub-samples were examined, the QUIT 


BEFORE returns accounted for almost all of the discrepan- 


Cyr 


2©npparently, the Head of the Department was not 
pleased with the questionnaire and the employees were 
aware of this attitude. An attempt was made to have the 
personnel office intercede, but this did not result in an 
increase in returns. 
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TABLE 7 
COMPARISON OF RETURNS TO ORIGINAL SAMPLE FOR STAY, 


QUIT, QUIT BEFORE AND QUIT AFTER BY AVERAGE MONTHS 
EMPLOYED AT MISERICORDIA HOSPITAL 


QUIT QUIT 

STAY OU BEFORE AFTER 

Original 53.6 28.0 Teo 28.0 
Sample (382)* (310) (168) (142) 
Returns 55.6 40.4 53.4 SILLS 
(213) (86) (34) (52) 


*Numbers in brackets show number of subjects 

in each category. 
Summary. Overall, returns from the STAY subjects provided 
a very close approximation of the original STAY sample 
with respect to age, sex, marital status, occupation and 
length of employment. Returns from the QUIT sample were 
representative to the original sample with respect to sex 
and occupation. Discrepancies occurred with respect to 
age, marital status and length of employment. [In all cases, 
the discrepancy was most exaggerated in the QUIT BEFORE sub- 
sample. Thus, there would appear to be a time bias where 
younger, single employees with shorter length of employment 


were under-represented in the returns. It appears likely 
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SZ 
that these three variables (age, marital status and length 
of employment) are all highly interrelated. A possible 
explanation of this bias in the present sample would be 
associated with higher mobility of younger age categories 
(particularly single) which would make them more difficult 
to contact as the time between resignation date and 
commencement of the study increased. Additionally, change 
of name through marriage would make females more difficult 
to contact. Another possible factor in considering the 
bias would be associated with length of employment. One 
might speculate that individuals employed at the hospital 
for a shorter period of time would feel less commitment 
and interest in answering the questionnaire. These find- 
ings were given consideration in interpreting the results 
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CHAPTER IV 


RESULTS AND INTERPRETATION: 
Tee DECTSTONSTOLOULT 


The analysis of the data was done mainly on an 


IBM-360 using routines provided in the Statistical Package 


FOr the SecialL Set emnsee o! 


In examining the impact of the relocation of 
the hospital on employees, a question~® was included to 
assess the effect of the relocation on the employee's 


decision to resign. On the basis of response to this 
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question, a subgroup of QUITS (QUIT-R) was selected as 


those whose decision to resign was effected by the re- 
location. The 23 employees included in the QUIT-R sub- 
group represent 26.7 per.cent of the 86 QUIT returns. 


The remaining 72.9 per cent were included in subgroup 


ae PN Deen saben tends C mh meiULL ss oto tlo.t be 


Gal package, for the Social Sciences (Toronto: McGraw-Hill 
Company, 1970). 


ier se Appendix A, Part B2, question 2. 


22 whose selecting either a) I probably would not 
have resigned if the hospital had not relocated, or b) I 
definitely would not have resigned if the hospital had not 
been relocated. 
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34 
QUIT-NR and were regarded as the employees whose decision 


30 Theis 


to quit was not affected by the relocation. 
section, differences between those who quit and those who 
stayed were examined on demographic and job-related vari- 


ables. 


Ages Distribution 


An overall comparison of cumulative frequency 
distributions for the QUITS and STAYS showed the QUIT 
group to be significantly younger than the STAY group 


(Crimscuaree—— 6.110 . 0 o= 2), ere pO, see Table a) 2e 


However, when the QUIT-R group was used to test 
for age differences between those who quit and those who 
stayed, the results indicated no significant difference 
between the two groups (Chi square = .685, df = 2, p> 
505,) Seemtable!9)). Pathus; althoughsthosevinnthe present 
study who quit just prior to and after relocation were 


Significantly younger than those who stayed, employees 


30, dditional written comments of subjects not in- 
cluded in the QUIT-R sample indicated that changed conditions 
resulting from the relocation (i.e., shift changes, newly 
hired supervisors) were important factors in their decision 
to quit. They were not, however, included in the QUIT-R 
sample, as response to question 2 in B2 was the sole basis 
FOrmIncluszion. 


oy, one-tailed Kolmogorov-Smirnoff two-sample test 
was used to test for significance. 
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TABLE 8 


CUMULATIVE FREQUENCY AGE DISTRIBUTION 
FOR QUITS AND STAYS 
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36 
whose decision to quit was affected by the relocation were 


not significantly younger than those who stayed. 


Burtt reported that those who quit at the time 
of relocation tended to be younger than those who stayed 
with the firm. >? A close examination of his study re- 
vealed that he did not separately examine those who quit 
because of relocation and those who quit for other 
reasons. Thus, the overall comparison of QUITS and STAYS 
in the present study were in agreement with Burtt's find- 
ings. However, when those who reported relocation as 
their reason for quitting were examined separately, no 
Significant difference was found with respect to age. 
It was not possible to compare this latter finding to 


Burtt's study, as he failed to make this distinction in 


his QUIT sample. 
Marital Status 


Burtt found that those who quit were more likely 
to be single than those who stayed. Comparison of the 
total QUIT and STAY samples showed no significant dif- 
ference in marital status (Chi square = .074, df= 1, 


p> .05, see Table 10). 
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TABLE LO 


MARITAL STATUS OF THE QUITS AND STAYS 


Married Single* 
Oure 6575 ab aes 21) (24.5) 
Stay 5 Gams (Ezz) ) See Gad) 
Ocal 7g A. 78 


*Includes widowed, divorced, separated 
**Numbers in brackets show row percentages 
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Similarly, a comparison of QUIT-R subjects with 


STAYS revealed no significant difference between the 
two groups (Chi square = .005, df = 1, p> .05, see 


Mande eli). 
TABLE, LL 


MARITAL STATUS OF QUIT-R AND STAYS 
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However, the above findings must take into con- 
Sideration the fact that married subjects were over- 
represented by the returns from the QUIT sample. (Married 
Subjects represented 75.6 per cent of the returns compared 
to 62.6 per cent of the original sample.) Thus, the find- 
ings in the present study may have reflected a sample 
bias. Data obtained from the personnel files indicated 
that those who quit were more likely to be single than 
Bhoscawnomstayeds (Chi ssquare =) 7-462,)dfs—01, pm 01). 
Of the QUITS, 30.6 per cent’were single compared to 21.2 
per cent of the STAYS. However, data from the personnel 
frvessdid not permit a’ comparison, of OQUIT—R's and STAY 
subjects. Thus, the finding of no difference between the 


two groups must be accepted with caution. 
Educational Level 


Burtt reported that those who quit had less educa- 
tion than those who stayed. A comparison of total QUIT 
and STAY groups showed a non-significant trend in the 
Opposite direction of that predicted: (Chi) square = 2.65, 
df = 2, p> .05, see Table 12). anedyeiesotithe STAY) and 
QUIT-R groups indicated a trend in the predicted direction, 
but this* was notesignificant) (Chi »square’= 1.56,;df = 2, 
p> .05, see Table 12). Failure to replicate Burtt's 
findings may have been to the occupational differences 


between Burtt's subjects and those in the present study. 
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Burtt's subjects were largely blue collar workers while 


those in the present study included a large number of 


professionals. 


TABLE 12 


EDUCATIONAL LEVELS FOR QUIT, QUIT—R AND STAY 


Difference QUIT STAY QUIT-R Difference 


No education -0.9 0.0 0.9 020 -0.9 
CO ye 9 4 (2.) (0) 
Elementary —4.7 O70 4.7 Om0 -4.7 
(0) (8) (0) 
Junior High -10.4 a Sg ae PAT) -4,.3 
(6) (297) (5) 
iz Senior High -9.1 ie eh ess a eset eI Shs OI 
6 (8) (17) (4) 
13) 
CNA or CNO -3.8 el day, arn Sy he -12.5 
s Gis) (aN) (2) 
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Complete High or-1.2 AS 4a 4 Ors. 0 me Ofer es -3.5 
Some Technical (12 ete (2,4:) (1) 
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Some University 


=SuA8 peenO U5 886 sro 0 U0lSG Sars 
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RN. or Complete 
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40 
expected that those who quit would have been employed at 
the hospital for a shorter period of time than those who 
stayed. Overall, the QUITS were employed an average of 
40.4 months compared to 55.6 months for the STAYS (t = 
ZmleO7edhGee297, Signiticanttatethe 7025.level). .However, 
when the two subgroups (QUIT-R and QUIT-NR) of the QUIT 
sample were compared to the STAYS, an interesting finding 
emerged. The mean period of employment for QUIT-NR at 
the hospital was 31.8 months, again significantly lower 
prenmenegmeantler STAYSs(t7— 3alleedt=— 274, significant 
at .005 level). On the other hand, the mean period of 
emp lOyment Lom QUILT —Ridid not differ significantly than 
the mean for STAYS (t = .652, df = 234, p> .05) and was 
the opposite direction of that predicted. The mean for 


this group was 64.0 months. 


This would indicate that the relocation of the 
hospital had its greatest impact on individuals who had 
been employed for a considerable length of time. They 
differed significantly from those who had quit for reasons 
Other than relocation (t = 2.436, df =.84, significant at 
20 1plevel)}% 


Job Satisfaction 


The present study hypothesized that those who quit 
would report greater job dissatisfaction than those who 


stayed. On the questionnaire satisfaction with job, satis- 
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Al 
faction with supervisor and satisfaction with co-workers 
were measured. >> These measures were obtained for each 
Subject with respect to the old hospital and new hospital 
or new job. For the purpose of making comparisons 
between samples, a Job Satisfaction Index (JSI) was 
constructed by summing the scores for the three job 
Satisfaction variables." Intercorrelations among the 
three variables and with JSI were of sufficient strength 
to allow the JSI to be used as an overall measure of job 


Satisfaction (see Tables 13, 14 and 15). 


The mean JSI scores for STAY (4.96) was compared 
with those for QUIT-R (4.91) and QUIT-NR (5.92). The dif- 
ference between STAY and QUIT-R was not significant (t = 
Oi cli =a 2 47 p> -05) and was in the opposite direction 
of that hypothesized. The difference between STAY and 
QUIT-NR was Significant in the predicted direction (t = 
2 syed be a2 14 ep emees0.0 5) e—This -would=suggest-that-those 
whose decision to quit was affected by the relocation were 
not relatively more dissatisfied with their jobs than 
those who stayed. Although the difference between the 


QUIT-R (4.91) and QUIT-NR (5.92) sub-samples was not signi- 
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naire. 


34 ossible scores on JSI» ranged: from 3 - 15 with 
the lowest score indicating highest satisfaction. 
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TABLE 13 


INTERRELATIONSHIPS AMONG JOB SATISFACTION VARIABLES: 
OLD HOSPITAL (N=299) * 
ene eS 


Supervisor Coworkers Index 
Job -419** -400** 4 Bape 
Supervisor - 306** soa LAs 
Coworkers Oh Oa 


*Spearman correlation coefficients 
**Significant at .001 level 


TABLE 14 


INTERRELATIONSHIPS AMONG JOB SATISFACTION VARIABLES: 
NEW HOSPITAL (N=213) * 


Supervisor Coworkers Index 
Job ele bape AS oe So2ia s 
Supervisor we GO ois} See 
Coworkers ai Ol 


Index 


*Spearman correlation coefficients 
~ cLonbeicanteatcers 001 level 
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PVcaitws tee). 637/,df = (8479810) ep >).05)) the direction 
and the magnitude of the difference would indicate that 
the QUIT-R group really did quit because of relocation 
(not job dissatisfaction) or at least that they were 


consistent in their report of whyetheymquit. 
TABLE 15 


INTERRELATIONSHIPS AMONG JOB SATISFACTION VARIABLES: 
NEW JOB (N=59)* 


Supervisor Coworkers Index 
Job selsere Dlg gers TIRES 
Supervisor TAD OAs Be OO eas 
Coworkers ~801*** 


Index 


a 


*Spearman correlation coefficient 
Zeotgiittcantsatr.0U5 LeveL 
eee Ogle cahteate.00 le level 


Dit culLbyroObel cave: 


Information was obtained regarding both travel time 
and distance to work. However, because these measures ap- 
peared to be significantly related (see Table 16) results 


will be presented for distance measures only. 
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TABLE 16 


PEARSON CORRELATIONS BETWEEN DISTANCE AND TIME 


Distance 


IMey yrs To new 
hospital hospital 


To old hospital 
(N=299) Soil 


To new hospital 


STAYS Moved (N=54) AT SE eS 
STAYS Did Not Move (N=159) -564* 
OULTSeactual. (N=54)) 2539 
QUITS estimate (N=32) 2630% 


*Significant at .001 level 
“7 Signiticank at, .02 level 


TABLE 17 


DISTANCE AND CHANGE IN DISTANCE FOR QUIT-R, QUIT-NR 


AND STAY (MEAN BLOCKS) 


Old Hospital New Hospital Change 


Stay SiMe) Biden Ze 
Oulcak 49.9 Looe Bye) oS) 


Quit-NR 48.5 74.9 26.4 
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Mean actual distance to the old hospital did not 
differ significantly for the three groups (QUIT-R, QUIT- 
NR, STAY) .>> Although the mean distance to the new 
hospital increased for all three groups, the increase in 
distance for QUIT-R (59.9 blocks) was significantly 
greater than the increase for either STAY (23.6 blocks) 7° 
OreOulLT-NR® (26-4 blocks) .>/ The difference between STAY 
anawoutl-NRewae notesionificant. (t = 0.44, die= 274, oS 


-05, see Table 17). 


Mode of transportation was also examined (see 
Table 18). The patterns were fairly similar for the STAY 


ana OQUIT—R groups: 


With respect to ownership of car, there was little 
difference between the two groups although ownership was 
slightly higher among the STAY subjects (64.3 per cent 
for the STAYS as compared to 56.5 per cent for the QUIT-R's). 
In spite of the higher percentage of car ownership, a 
slightly lower percentage of STAYS used their car to travel 
Eouwockmatethe, old hospital... This, would andicate, that 


several, o£ the STAY, subjects not using their car to travel 


3°ysing t-test to compare means for groups, p> 
-O>etomall comparisons. 
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TABLE 18 


COMPARISON BY MODE OF TRANSPORTATION FOR STAY, QUIT-R 
AND QUIT-NR 


Old Hospital New Hospital 
QUIT-R QUIT-NR STAY STAY 
Own car pO 69738 49.8 DileD 
(i343 (44) (106) U2 2) 
Carepool 020 fis, Siro Siz 
(0) (5) (7) GLY) 
Bus SR iid! AT) e's 34.7 20.8 
(9) (0) (74) (44) 
Walk 4.3 4.8 F202 TH Sse) 
CL) (3) (26) (35) 


*Numbers in brackets show number of subjects 
in each category. 


to work at the old hospital had a car available and were 
able to change their mode of transportation to the new 
hospital. Since none of the QUIT-R subjects using modes 
of transportation other than a car had a car available, 
switching to this mode of travel was not an immediate 
alternative. Thus, the differences in bus service to 
the two hospitals would probably play a more important 
Pole sLOoLe@ULT—Resubjsects.. = Ninety per cent of the QUIT-R 
subjects reported much poorer bus service to the new 


hospital as compared to 56.4 per cent of the STAYS. 
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When mode of transportation to the new hospital 

was examined for those who stayed, use of bus as mode of 
transportation declined from 34.7 per cent at the old 

hospital to 20.8 per cent at the new hospital. Much of 
the decrease was accounted for by the increased use of 


Careanldwearpoolm (5... tO 622 7) percent): 


Although mode of transportation did not appear to 
bevassignificant factor, the availability ofan alterna- 
tive mode of “transportation did appear to differ for the 
two groups. Thus, the hypothesis that those who quit 
would show greater increases in travel difficulty was 


Supported by the data comparing STAY and QUIT-R. 


Importance of the Job 


The importance of the job to the individual would 
presumably be reflected in his decision to quit or stay. 
Burtt confined his sample to male employees "as they were 
assumed to be primary wage earners with responsibility for 
decision concerning the place of work and of residence."78 
This appeared to be an oversimplification because single, 
divorced and widowed females would likewise fall into the 


category of primary wage earners with subsequent responsi- 


bility for the above decisions. 
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In an attempt to assess this factor, the STAY 

and QUIT-R subjects were examined with respect to sex, 
marital status, number of dependents and percentage of 


family income earned. 


Results presented in Table 19 indicate no signi- 
Breantedtt ference (Chi, squares=4.014,"dfi=i), p» ~ 05) 
between the STAY and QUIT-R groups on the basis of sex 
and results presented earlier in Table 10 indicated no 
Significant difference between these two groups with 
respect to marital status. However, as pointed out 
above, sex and marital status categories considered in- 
dependently may represent an oversimplification with the 
"primary wage earner" category being the significant 
variable (eg., only 60.0 per cent of the males were in 
the sole income earner category while 81.7 per cent of 


Single females” fell in this category. 


Table 20 presents a comparison of the STAY and 
QUIT-R subjects with Peet to percentage of family 
income earned. Although the differences between the two 
G@roupspare not significant, (Chi square = 1.322, df = 2, 
p> .05), subjects in the QUIT-R sample tended to earn 


a smaller percentage of the total family income. From 


3 °ohis includes divorcees, separated and widowed 
females. 93.3 per cent of the subjects in these cate- 
gories reported themselves as being sole income earners. 
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TABLE 19 


COMPARISON OF STAY, QUIT-R AND QUIT-NR BY SEX 


STAY OULD R OULT-NE 
ce ee eee) SERCO OOCe. 1h 28 Feb orem 


MALE Eee el) a Loe a(S) aero, (ele) 


FEMALE OO me LO? S750 e020.) BZ me oe) 


*Numbers in brackets show number of subjects 
in each category. 


TABLE 20 


CUMULATIVE FREQUENCY COMPARISON OF PER CENT OF FAMILY INCOME 
EARNED FOR STAY, QUIT-R AND QUIT-NR 


Difference QUIT-R STAY QUIT-NR Difference 


Qunder 25 fits 28.6 Pris) DNs 0.238 
26 - 50 Tee 66.7 53.5 Sela 0.6 
pS ten 5 10.6 Fle 60.9 63.9 3.0 
S76 - 100 0.0 100.0. 10070" "100-0 0.0 
Ay 


this, it might be inferred that individuals in this cate- 
gory Hadulesse "need to retain there job. “This idea 


receives some support from the fact that of the 23 indivi- 
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duals who quit because of relocation, Onl yLGcomeEG9 AG 


per cent sought steady employment after resigning. 


Additionally, data presented in Table 21 
indicates a non-significant trend (Chi Square = .557, 
df = 2, p= .05), for subjects in the QUIT-R group to 
have relatively fewer dependents. This might also 
indicate less "need" for employment. Although none of 


the above findings are statistically significant, ° 
TABLE 21 


CUMULATIVE FREQUENCY COMPARISON BY NUMBER OF DEPENDENTS 
FORT oLAY >?) OULT-—RAND, OULT-NR 


Difference QUIT-R STAY OQUIT-NR Difference 


0 gm 73.9 Sas © eat 10 
1 5.7 86.9 ihe ey 8.2 
2 3.6 95.6 92% Nemes 4! Teo 
3 0.3 95.6 95.3 88.9 6.4 
4 3.5 95.6 99.1 95.2 cm) 
5 0.0 ie) MO OAs¢ Tee 
6 0.0 TOOR0 0 LO0s0) 81 00m0 0.0 
40 


The failure to achieve statistical significance 
may have been influenced by the small number of subjects 
ieacthe OULI—“Re group: 
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the trend in the data would suggest that employees with 
less "need" for the job would be more likely to resign 


when conditions changed. 
Availability of Alternate Employment 


TABLE 22 


COMPARISON BY SOUGHT NEW JOB FOR STAYS, QUIT-R AND QUIT-NR 


STAY QUIT—-R QUIT-NR 
Immediately after learn- 
ingeoLere location ee OD hs oe alee) 4.8 (3) 
One to two months 
before relocation O25. (1) Saeia (2) dea6)* (1) 
Less than one month 
before relocation O-0 5.0) T320e ts) Lee OM eas) 
After relocation 3. omc) 30:44 (7) 9.3510 (6:) 
Diucdmnote Look 95:63 1(202)s 3Oc4unG7:) 82s. eo 2 ) 


*Numbers in brackets indicate number of subjects 
in each category. 


If the employee "needs" to retain employment (as 
defined in the previous section), then the availability 
of alternate employment would appear to be an important 
factor in the decision to resign. Table 22 indicates that 
only 4.7 per cent of the STAYS and lib eperNicentwo fathe 


QUIT-NR's sought new jobs as compared to 69.6 per cent of 
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52 
the QUIT-R's. The small proportion of STAY subjects who 
sought alternate employment would seem to indicate that 
availability of other jobs was not an important factor 
in their decision to stay. It also appeared to play a 
minor role in the decision of the QUIT-NR subjects as 
the proportion who sought alternate employment was also 


relatively small. 


Accommodation 


Table 23 presents a comparison of type of accom- 
modation occupied while employed at the old Misericordia 
Hospital. Discrepancies among the three groups for the 
various types of accommodation are small, the largest 


occurring in the 'live with parents' category. 


Table 24 indicates that relatively few employees 
made an intensive effort to locate accommodation closer 
to the new hospital. It would appear that availability 
Of accommodation closer to the new hospital was not a 
MadvOumeacctOor In, the decision togquiteor stays. Table 25 
presents a comparison of the type of accommodation sought. 
Although it is difficult to make comparisons between the 
three groups because of the small number of respondents 
in the QUIT categories, it is interesting to note that 
35.3 per cent of the STAY subjects who sought accommodation 


were looking for a house to buy while none of the QUIT-R 
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Type of Accommodation 


Taken 


Action 


TAREE S23 


COMPARISON BY TYPE OF ACCOMMODATION WHILE AT OLD 
HOSPITAL FOR STAY, QUIT-R AND QUIT-NR 
Sa te ee ee) ee, 
ee eS Sean. Saree Sa eke aoa 
STAY OUI T=R QUIT-NR 
ea ee A See nes ee ee 


Own home A Orie CL O.4)) sumed Seb (el) ) ech Gags) 
Rented home Gages (AMS) Toe 0nmUs) OF-5ar (6) 
SuUtteEOLeabartment. 35.8. (72) SHO AES (CA) SHON oe MTS 
Room only 1a 1) OF 0 (0) OF Oma 0)) 
Room and board io (4) OF Om O) EARS. oT) 
Lived with parents Sel Ges) Tom Om GS ) 15.9 V0 ) 


*Numbers in brackets show number of subjects 
in each category. 


TABLE 24 


COMPARISON BY SOUGHT ACCOMMODATION NEAR NEW HOSPITAL 
BORBSLAY, OULT—R AND FOULT-NE 


STAY OUT =k OUET=NR 
Dice GO. Ger LOOK 69 5e LA 8) Ae 270m CLO) mars Sipe (58:) 
HiOoughcye suc did 
Not. Look be 6) (2) O-2.08°C0;) Amare) 
Looked, but only 
casually O74 (20) Oe ) Oe oma) 
Looked very hard imo. SS) Aves = (1) ao 3) 


*Numbers in brackets show number of subjects 
in each category. 
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54 
Subjects sought this type of accommodation. Data pre- 
sented in Table 26 indicate that none of the QUIT-R 
subjects who sought accommodation found suitable 
accommodation. The major reason given was that accom- 
modation was too expensive. On the other hand 53.7 
per cent of the STAY subjects who sought accommodation 
reported that suitable accommodation was available. 
Those who failed to report success in locating suitable 


accommodation reported expense as the major reason. 
TABLE 25 


COMPARISON BY TYPE OF ACCOMMODATION SOUGHT 
NEAR NEW HOSPITAL FOR STAY, QUIT-R AND QUIT-NR 


STAY ouULT—h OULT-NR 
House to buy Sonoma) Or. Oe (0) 5 On Umes.) 
House to rent desi) AA) S35) 205072) 
Apartment or suite 58.8 (40) GO mz) 40.0 (4) 
Room only Zum.) O77 Ume (0) L070 Ci) 
Room and board Or 0 C0) Om Om (01) Ors (0) 


*Numbers in brackets show number of subjects 
in each category. 
Availability of accommodation did not appear to 
play an important role in the decision to quit or stay 


since 46.3 per cent of the STAY subjects who sought new 
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accommodation were unsuccessful and yet retained their 


job. 


This suggestion receives additional support from 


the fact that relatively few employees intensively 


sought new accommodation. 


TABLE 26 


COMPARISON BY AVAILABILITY OF ACCOMMODATION NEAR 
NEW HOSPITAL FOR STAY, QUIT-R AND QUIT-NR 


OUP QUIT-NR 
22 Om) OF an) 
G09 (0) 36.4 (4) 
OW AGH 36.4 (4) 
0.0 (0) eS ee ae 


*Numbers in brackets show number of subjects 


STAY 
None available 6.0 (4). 
B'available, but 
“| not suitable Tess d OS) 
= 
™ Available, suitable 
" too expensive B27 oa 22) 
o 
Pee wtablon available = 53.76(36) 
in each category. 
summary 


When the QUIT-R subjects were compared to the STAY 


subjects, they were found to be very similar on the demo- 


graphic and job-related variables examined. 


NosSsionit reant 


differences were found between the samples in regards to 


sex, age, marital status, education, length of employment 
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56 
and satisfaction with their jobs. 1+ There seemed to be a 
tendency for subjects with less 'need' for the job (as 
measured by proportion of family income earned and number 
of dependents) to be more likely to resign, but the dif- 
ference was not significant. The only variable on which 
the samples differed significantly was difficulty of 
travel. The increase in distance to work was significantly 
greater Or thiesOULT-Re subjects: than tor the STAY's. Also, 
the availability of cars for those not already using this 


mode of transportation was significantly greater for the 


STAY's than for the QUIT-R subjects. 


No significant differences were found between the 
STAY and QUIT-NR samples in regards to sex, marital status, 
education, increase in travel distance and 'need' for the 
job. The QUIT-NR's were found to be significantly younger, 
to have been employed for a shorter period of time and to 


be less satisfied with their jobs than the STAY subjects. 


Although the returns: indicated that a shortage of 
Suitable accommodation existed in the area of the new 
hospital, this was not a major factor because of the very 


small number of subjects who sought new accommodation. 


fe reported.in the chapter on validity of re- 
turns, the underrepresentation of younger, single subjects 
may have affected the results to some extent. 
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5 
The availability of alternate employment did not appear 
to play a significant role in the decision to quit. Very 


few STAY subjects had sought alternate employment. 


The findings in the present study would indicate 
that the QUIT-R subjects would have been lost to the hos- 
pital regardless of relocation. However, there is 
evidence to indicate that the QUIT-R subjects quit mainly 
because Of travel difficulty brought about by rellocation. 
Since 26.7 per cent of the turnover during the period 
examined by the study resulted from travel difficulty, it 
is likely that if greater assistance to overcome these 
difficulties had been offered, turnover could have been 


reduced. 


Few of Burtt's hypotheses were supported by 
results in the present study when QUIT-R subjects were 
compared to STAY subjects. However, this may be due 
to Burtt's failure to distinguish between those who quit 
because of relocation and those, wheoequic. for other rea 
sons. When the QUIT-R subjects in the present study 
were examined, more support was found for Burtt's hy- 
pothesis. Those who quit were younger, had been employed 
for a shorter length of time and were less satisfied with 
their jobs than those who stayed. Thus, LtewoOuldeappear 


that Burtt's failure to make comparisons on the basis of 
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58 
Eeason fOr quitting make hasefindings difficult to ianter- 


pret with respect to the effects of relocation. 
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CHAPTER V 
RESULTS AND INTERPRETATION: THE DECISION TO MOVE 


The employees who chose to stay after relocation 
faced a decision between moving closer to the new hos- 
pital or accepting changed travel patterns. For some of 
these individuals, there would be little change in travel 
difficulty and this decision would have little relevance. 
Of the 213 STAY subjects, 25.4 per cent (54)) moved closer 


to the new hospital. 


In this section, data is presented which tests 
SUL osS hypothesis“? that those who moved closer to the 
new hospital (MOVE) would be younger and more likely to 
be single than those who did not move (NOT MOVE). Al- 
though no hypotheses were formulated regarding the 
decision to move and other demographic and job related 


variables some of these relationships were also examined. 


Age 


A comparison of cumulative frequency distribu- 


tions for MOVE and NOT MOVE provided support for the 
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60 
hypothesis that those who chose to move would be younger 
than those who chose not to move (Chi square = 14.0, 
df = 2, px .001, see Table 27). Whereas 57.4 per cent 
of the MOVE group were under 31, only 28.9 per cent of 


the NOT MOVE group were in this category. 
TABLE 27 


CUMULATIVE FREQUENCY AGE DISTRIBUTIONS FOR 
MOVE AND NOT MOVE 


Age Categories 
Under 26- 3l- 36- 41- 46- 51- 56- Over 


26 30 35 40 45 50 55 60 60 
Move* 44.4°57.4 64.8 70.4 75.9 87.0 98.1 100-0 100-0 
Not move LiiOme2 Go 4 586> 2201/6 9N ON. 5m O99 88. eee LOO LU 
Difference PAS CRG Cay Are Sh) Haan tine ESS 0 


*Move (N=54) Not move (N=159) 
Marital Status 


With respect to marital status, 40.7 per cent of 
the MOVES were single compared to 22.0 per cent of the NOT 
MOVES. This difference between the two groups was sSigni- 
ficant (Chi square = 6.29, df = 1, p<_.01), and the 


hypothesis that those who chose to move would be more 
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likely to be single was supported (see Table 28). 
TABLE 28 


MARITAL STATUS OF THE MOVES AND NOT MOVES 


Married Single* nota 
Move se (Gein SB Rere 22 (40.7) 54 
Not move P24) (78750) See) 159 
Ocak 156 57 ZS 


*Includes widowed, divorced, separated 
**Numbers in brackets show row percentages 


Educational Level 


A comparison of cumulative frequency distribu- 
tions of educational level for the MOVE and NOT MOVE 
groups indicated that they were not significantly 
different in this respect. The largest difference 
occurred at the complete university or RN training level 
where 39.1 per cent of the NOT MOVE group were in this 
category compared to 29.6 per cent of the MOVE group 


(pg .218, po .05, see Table 29).4* The second largest 


—p calculated using Kolmogrov-Smirnoff two-tailed 
test for large samples. 
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discrepancy occurred at the lower end of the education 
continuum with 6.3 per cent of the NOT MOVE subjects 
having elementary or no education compared to none of 
PhesMOVEsubjects fallingain thisrcategory (Dim 2218, 
p> .05, see Table 29). Although these differences 
were not statistically significant, those who moved 
tended to be clustered in the middle of the educational 


continuum. 
TABLE 29 


CUMULATIVE FREQUENCY OF EDUCATIONAL 
LEVEL FOR THE MOVES AND NOT MOVES 


Move Not Move Difference 
No education Ord Ube e3 
Elementary Oru 6.3 Cre 
JunLOLr High INS} 5) LY ol!) bes 
Some High 2A 25.10 they) 
CNA & CNO 
Training Sislew) 3) Si) Sac 
Complete High and 
Some Technical DO. 0 45.2 4.8 
Complete Technical 
& Some University On 4 6059 peas) 
Complete University 
& RN Training 100.0 TO 20) 0 
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Length of Employment 


The average length of employment at the hospital 
for the MOVES was 46.9 months compared to 58.6 months 
for the NOT MOVES, but the difference was not significant 


(eo Jota! Ll nep > .05))using warctwo=tall test). 


Job Satisfaction 


Although the MOVES were relatively more dis- 
satisfied at the old hospital than the NOT MOVES (average 
JSI scores were 5.185 and 4.887 respectively), the 
difference between the two groups was not significant 
(e== 0.89, df = 211, p> .05). The change in satisfac- 
tion (both groups being relatively more dissatisfied at 
the new hospital) was greater for the MOVES but the 
Pipe eLences WAsmNOCeS 1 GNUri canta te—ml.o2 yn Cta—eol ee LO 
pee 05) However, when JSI scores at the new hospital 
were compared for the two groups, the MOVES (average JSI 
score was 6.296) were significantly more dissatisfied 
than the NOT MOVES (average JSI score was 5.302) (t = 
2.51, df = 211, p<. .02). The above findings may be 
artreactualsduettova significant *correlation ‘found 
between age and JSI (r = -.23, Significant atrso0l 


evelwaae Since younger individuals were more likely 


43 opearman correlations were calculated. 
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64 
to move and also more likely to be less satisfied with 
their jobs, the significance of the findings reported 
that those who moved were more likely to be less satis- 
fied may simply be a reflection of the relationship 


between age and job satisfaction. 


DiteLroulty of Travel 


Prior to the relocation, the MOVE group lived 
Significantly closer to the hospital than the NOT MOVE 
geoupm(t = 4.15, df = 211, p= .001, two-tail test). 
The averages were 27.8 blocks and 43.5 blocks for the 
MOVES and NOT MOVES respectively. However, after re- 
location the average distance for the MOVES (prior to 
changing their residence) was 72.7 blocks, compared to 
an average distance of 59.8 blocks for the NOT MOVES 
(ea edt i= 21h, Bpi<. 05 )eeeThe change in» distance 
for the MOVES (45.0 blocks) was significantly greater 
than the change in distance for the NOT MOVES (16.3 


nee 


Thus, those who'moved lived relatively closer 
to their place of employment prior to the relocation and 
faced the greatest increase in distance as a result of 


relocation: 


tees) pete =— 2.1L, Sy SNL, using a two-tail 
test. 
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TABLE. 30 


DISTANCE AND CHANGE IN DISTANCE FOR 
MOVES AND NOT MOVES (MEAN BLOCKS) 


Old Hospital New Hospital Change 


Moves PAG aRS WOME 44.9 
Not Moves Aare 598 Ges 
Difference oles ai iba) 28.6 


It seems highly plausible that many of those included in 
the NOT MOVE group may have lived in the residential area 
between the old and new hospital sites and, thus, did not 
face a large increase in distance or may actually have 


lived closer to the new hospital. 


Table 31 shows the number of subjects using the 
various modes of transportation to get to work at the old 
hospital. For the 26 individuals who walked to work, the 
relocation would require either a change of residence or 
change of mode of transportation. 57.7 per cent of these 
individuals chose to move closer, compared to much smaller 


percentages for the other mode of transportation, cate= 


gories. 
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TABLE 31 


PERCENTAGE OF SUBJECTS USING EACH MODE OF 
TRANSPORTATION WHO CHOSE TO MOVE 


MOVE NOT MOVE 
Scar 18.9* (20) ** 81.1 (86) 
Scar Pool Tao cr) Se (G) 
5 

Bus Amo mie) 75.7 (56) 
= 

Walk Sag) (ies) pees (Gay) 


*Row percentages 
**Numbers in brackets show number of subjects 
in each category. 


For individuals using the bus to get to work, 
72.4 per cent of those who chose to move reported that 
bus service to the new hospital was much worse, compared 
to 50.0 per cent of those who didn't move. Thus, Wie 
would appear that mode of transportation, as well as 


distance, played a role in the decision to move. 


Table 32 compares mode of transportation for 
MOVE and NOT MOVE at the old and new hospitals. There 
was a general decline in use of busses as a mode of 
transportation for both groups. The decline appears to 


have been accounted for by an increase in the number of 
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67 
people walking among the MOVES and by the number of 


people using cars among the NOT MOVES. 
TABLE 32 


COMPARISON OF MOVE AND NOT MOVE BY MODE OF 


TRANSPORTATION 
Old Hospital New Hospital 
Move Not Move Move Not Move 
Ownecanues 7.0) (20)% Bvadl (Gekey) 29 468 (16) Ove (106) 
Carel Oo ea b 9 7 (41) 3.08 (6) 5 O03) fee ear) 
Bus S35 a (38) Bo ace (56) DAs le (1S) LoOs6e(31) 
Walk 74 Ij oteh (aves) Gey) “haha F UA) Ooms) 


*Numbers in brackets show number of subjects 
in each category. 


Importance of the Job 


tieche apeersee chapter, the importance of the 
job to the individual was examined in telat ons comEene 
decision to quit or stay. Presumably, this factor would 
also play an important role in the decision to move. 
Burtt had confined his sample to all males "as they were 
assumed to be the primary wage earners with responsibility 


concerning the place of work and residence." 
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In the present study, there was no significant 
sex difference between the MOVE and NOT MOVE groups 
(Chivsquares=o 008% dfv= 2% Dinwe Obymsee Table: 33); 
However, aS reported earlier, subjects in the MOVE 
group were more likely to be single. As well, signi- 
ficantly more subjects in the MOVE group earned a 
larger percentage of the family income (Chi square = 
7.89, d— = 2, p<_.01, see Table 34) and, although 
not statistically significant, had fewer dependents 


(Gniesquare. = 3°63, dt = 2, p > .05, see Table, 35). 


Thus, the category of primary wage earner would 
appear to be a more meaningful variable than sex when 
examining decisions in relation to an individual's job. 
The present data indicate that individuals who moved 
their residence closer to their place of employment 
were more likely to contribute to the family income to 
a greater extent. However, this finding may be arti- 
factual due to the large number of moves who were 


single and thus more likely to be primary wage earners. 


Accommodation 


Table 36 presents a comparison on types of 
accommodation occupied while employed at the old 
hospital. Of the NOT MOVE subjects, 61.6 per cent owned 


therr own, homes. compared to only l1l.i per cent of the 
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Sex 


TABLE. 39 


COMPARISON OF MOVE AND NOT MOVE BY SEX 


Move Not Move 


n,n nn Se SE 5 SSS. 


Male Ou (li Lr e)a% en (22) 


Female 48 (88.9) T445(9 026) 


*Numbers in brackets show number of 
subjects in each category. 


TABLE 34 


CUMULATIVE FREQUENCY COMPARISON OF PER CENT OF 
FAMILY INCOME EARNED FOR MOVE AND NOT MOVE 
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Move Not Move Difference 
Under 25 Oreoe (US) Ee Zornes 3) Se 4 
26 - 50 36.5 (14) Bee (ey 2 Daw 
=e 5 4422 4(4) 66.4 1s) 22 a2 
76 - 100 TOO. OF (29) LO O%0me (on) 02.0 


*Numbers in brackets show number of subjects 


in each category. Two MOVE and seven NOT MOVE 
subjects sdid notwanswen* this! question, ‘result- 
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TABLES 


CUMULATIVE FREQUENCY COMPARISON OF MOVE AND 
NOT MOVE BY NUMBER OF DEPENDENTS 


Move Not Move Difference 
0 74.1 (40)* 6 2r mee O.0)) abe 7 
1 92% 6 (£0) LSA M23) Daye 04 
2 Shes Sho) DOr Ome 1) Doel 
5 O69 (0) Ot OMG) ness 
4 O00 20m (C2) hes atsh 15) gs) 
5 LOO 705 (0) L007 OmRC2)) OF 0 


*Numbers in brackets show number of subjects 
in each category. 


MOVEUSubaectss (Chi square — 41.35) dt =71) sp <....001)). 
Thus, it would appear that employees who chose to move 
were those who were able to do so at less cost and in- 
convenience. Additionally, subjects in the MOVE group 
had occupied their residence for an average of. 35.6 
months compared to 85.1 months for NOT MOVE subjects 

(t = 16.0, df = 211, p<_.0005). It could be specu- 
lated that those who chose to move felt less attachment 


to their residence and community than those who chose 
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not to move. 


The question regarding availability of accommoda- 
tion near the new hospital appears to have been misinter- 
preted as 6.8 per cent of the individuals who moved 
reported that no accommodation was available. It was 
interesting to note, however, that 25.0 per cent of the 
MOVES and 47.8 per cent of the NOT MOVES reported that 
Suitable accommodation was available, but too expensive. 
The small number of subjects in the NOT MOVE group who 
actively sought accommodation near the new hospital (8.4 
per cent) would suggest that availability of accommoda- 


tion was not a significant factor in the decision to move. 


Summary 


The hypothesis that those among the STAYS who 
chose to move their residence closer to the new hospital 
would be younger and more likely to be single was 
supported by the evidence in this study. Additionally, 
it was found that the individuals who chose to move had 
lived significantly closer to the old hospital and faced 
considerably greater increases in travel difficulty as 


a result of the relocation. 


The two groups did not differ significantly with 


respect to sex, education or length of employment. Al- 
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TABLE 36 


COMPARISON OF MOVE AND NOT MOVE BY TYPE OF 
ACCOMMODATION WHILE AT OLD HOSPITAL 


Move Not Move 


Own home 11S (6) 4% 619,60. (9 8) 
Rented home Sha 7) A) etch | 
Suite or 

Apartment 68 .5e43 7) RPdld 108s) 
Room only 5 ONS) Whats Hey) 
Room and board 7.4 (4) te 1009) 
Lived with parents tesla 2)) Gro ae (15) 


*Numbers in brackets show number of 
subjects in each category. 


though there was no Significant difference between the 
two groups with respect £06 j/Cbysatistaction at the old 
hospital or change in job satisfaction, the MOVES were 
significantly less satisfied at the ae hospital than 


were the NOT MOVES. 


It was found, however, that significantly more 
subjects in the MOVE group earned a larger portion of 
the total family income and occupied rented accommodation. 


This group also showed a considerably shorter length of 
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We 
time in their place of residence at the time of reloca- 
tion. The availability of accommodation closer to the 
new hospital did not appear to be an important factor 


in the decision to move. 


The significant difference found between the 
MOVE and NOT MOVE subjects would all appear to be 
factors which contribute to greater mobility or freedom 


to move. 
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CHAPTER: VI 


CONCLUSION 


Summary of Findings 


The present study attempted to examine the 
impact of the relocation of the Misericordia Hospital 
on its employees. The hospital moved from the down- 
town area to a suburban location. In this situation, 


most employees would appear to have three alternatives: 


1) Quit his job and seek other employment in 


the downtown area, 


2) Keep his job and move closer to his new 


place of work, 


3 )meheep, nis. 0b andsaccepca thes changed pattern 


of commuting. 


The study examined those employees who quit and 
those who kept their jobs with respect to demographic 
and job-related variables. The QUIT sample was divided 
into two sub-samples on the basis of whether the decision 


quit was a result of relocation (QUIT-R) or other reasons 
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15 
(QUIT-NR). Those who quit because of relocation repre- 
sented 26.7 per cent of the QUIT sample. The QUIT-R 
Subjects were found to be very similar to the STAYS on 
the demographic and job-related variables examined. No 
Significant differences were found between the samples 
with respect to age, sex, marital status, education, 
length of employment and job satisfaction. Neither 
availability of accommodation in the area of the new 
hospital nor the availability of alternate employment 
appeared to play significant roles in the decision to 
quit. There seemed to be a trend, however, for subjects 
with less 'need' for the job to be more likely to resign, 
but this difference was not statistically significant. 
The only variable on which a statistical difference ap- 
peared between the samples was difficulty of travel, 


especially in terms of increased distance to work. 


No significant differences were found between 
STAY and QUIT-NR samples with respect to sex, marital 
Seapuseecducation, travel. difficulty om ‘need) for the 
job. The QUIT-NR's, however, were found to be signiti— 
cantly younger, employed for a shorter length of time 


and were less satisfied with their jobs. 


Results of the study would seem to indicate that 
the QUIT-NR subjects would have been lost to the hospital 
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76 
Subjects could have been substantially reduced by in- 
creased efforts on the part of hospital administration 


to reduce travel difficulty (eg., express bus). 


The findings of the study are supplemented by 
an analysis of voluntary comments supplied by many of 
the subjects who completed the questionnaire. Comments 
were arbitrarily assigned to positive and negative 
categories, with the majority falling in negative cate- 
gories. “4 fen, Ot che OUIT-Resubjectsm (43.9 per cence) 
provided additional comment (see Table 37). As might 
be expected, the majority of negative comments from this 


group (66.7 per cent) referred to difficulty of travel. 


Forty of the QUIT-NR subjects (63.5 per cent) 
provided additional comment (see Table 38). Of the nega- 
tive comments, 13.9 per cent referred directly to the 
Telocacronn (disni culty Or; travel)Pwhile 36.1. pergcent 
referred to the peripheral’? changes resulting from the 


Pelocatron, (egs,speormatmosphere, sunderstarted, ilackVot 


aoG per cent of the comments from both QUIT-R 
and QUIT-NR subjects were negative, while 80 per cent of 
the STAY subjects comments were in this category. 


4° comments included in this category include all 
peripheral changes which could be identified as specifical- 
ly related to relocation. Other comments appeared to be 
related to both general administration and relocation. 
Since the relative importance of relocation to these com- 
ments could not be established, they were not included. 
Thus, the findings are very conservative. 
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14 
communication). In other words, 50.0 per cent of those 
Subjects who were defined by the study as resigning for 
reasons other than relocation, likely were effected to 
some degree by the relocation or its peripheral conse- 
quences. Therefore, the 26.7 per cent of the resignations 
identified by the study as resulting from relocation is 


likely a very conservative estimate. 
TABLE 37 


ADDITIONAL COMMENTS FROM QUIT-R SUBJECTS 


Negative (N=9) 


Understaffed, too many "chiefs"* ie (CL) s* 
Poor atmosphere, lack of communication* 0..0 9° (0) 


Employee relations, administration, 
supervision Hse C15) 


Administrative policy (eg., scheduling of 


shifts) 0207 (0) 
Relocation (6€g., distance, bus’ service) *** 66x (6) 
Other (eg., low pay, religious orientation) Rak cs a ACI) 


Positive’ (N=1) 


Hospital was good for the area 100208 (2) 


earn ht a cla er uo a mc et 
Te Tee eR Ee TS ee ee ke Se ee 
*Comments related to peripheral changes 
**kActual number of comments in each category 
are shown in brackets 
*kkComments directly related to relocation. 
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Eighty (37.6 per cent) of the STAY subjects also 
provided additional comments on the questionnaire (see 
Table 39). Of the negative comments, 23.4 per cent re- 
ferred directly to relocation (difficulty of travel) 
while 64.1 per cent referred to the peripheral changes 
associated with the move. In other words, 87.5 per cent 
of the negative comments made by STAY subjects, or 26.3 
per cent of total STAY replies indicated adverse reaction 
to the relocation and/or its' peripheral consequences 
more than two years after the move. The nature and 
strength of some of the comments further indicate the 
degree of this reaction and may indicate that the re- 
location will have long term effects on morale and 


possibly turnover. 


The study further examined differences between 
employees who remained at the hospital and moved closer 
and those who remained employed but didn't move. Sup- 
port was found for the hypothesis that employees who moved 
would be younger and more likely to be single. Additional- 
ly, employees who moved had lived significantly closer to 
the old hospital and faced a greater increase in travel 
difficulty after relocation. Significantly, more of the 
MOVES earned a larger percentage of the family income and 
occupied rented accommodation. The length of residence 


in their home at the time of the move was significantly 
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TABLE 38 


ADDITIONAL COMMENTS FROM QUIT-NR SUBJECTS 


Negative (N=36) 


Understaffed, too many "chiefs"* Veh aeons 
Poor atmosphere, lack of communication hsv) VES) 


Employee relations, administration, 
supervision Rex (9) 


Administrative policy (eg., scheduling of 
shifts) De 43) 


Relocation (eq., distance, bus service) <~% ibaa eh 4 s)) 


Other (eg., low pay, religious orientation) 13.9 (5) 


Positive (N=4) 


Hospital was good for the area tise) (es) 


Improved facilities PSO (a) 


i 
a NN aE ENTE 


*Comments related to peripheral changes 

*kActual number of comments in each category 
areashownm Ingbprackets 

**kComments directly related to relocation. 


shorter than for the NOT MOVES. No Signet cantedigrerences 
were found between the groups With respect to sex, educa-— 
Prony sands tend th Of employment. Although no Siguietcane 
differences were found between the two groups with respect 


to job satisfaction at the old hospital or change in job 
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Negative (N=64) 


Understatfed, too many "chiefs"* 
Poor atmosphere, lack of communication* 


Employee relations, administration, 
supervision 


Administrative policy (eg., scheduling of 
shifts) 


Relocation (eg., distance, bus service) *** 


Poor layout of facilities (eg. ,) parking) 


Positive (N=16) 


Hospital was good for the area 
Improved facilities* 


Better working conditions* 


Relocation (eg., better driving conditions*** 


better community setting) 
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*Comments related to peripheral changes 
**Actual number of comments in each category 


are shown in brackets 


*k*kComments directly related to relocation 


satisfaction, the MOVES were significantly less satisfied 


at the new hospital than were the NOT MOVES. 


Availability 


of alternate employment and accommodation nearer to the 
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81 
new hospital did not appear to be important factors in 
the decision to move. The significant factors here 
would all appear to contribute to greater mobility or 


freedom to move. 


LIMITATIONS OF THE PRESENT STUDY AND IMPLICATIONS FOR 
FURTHER RESEARCH 


A general lack of research in this area made 
it extremely difficult to identify relevant variables 
for inclusion in the study. Burtt's study provided 
some guidance but limitations mentioned earlier (a 
lack of clearly reported statistical findings; failure 
to distinguish between those who quit because of the 
relocation and those who quit for other reasons) pre- 
culed the formulation of specific hypotheses with 


respect to many of the variables. 


One of the most Obvious, limitations of the 
present study was the low percentage of returns, 
particularly from the QUIT sample. Two factors appeared 
to contribute to this. The use of a mailed question- 
naire made participation in the study purely voluntary 
and subsequently made it difficult to ensure that the 
sample obtained was highly representative of the popu- 


lation being sampled. Although the representativeness 
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82 
of the sample was checked with respect to some of the 
major demographic variables using information from 
personnel files, it was not possible to do this with 
respect to such variables as reason for resignation 
and job satisfaction. The use of a mailed question- 
Nalrewa sOsresulted in difficulty in interpretation of 
instructions for some items which rendered data for 


these questions, were quite meaningless. 


The second factor which contributed to the low 
percentage of returns was the two years time lapse 
between the relocation of the hospital and the under- 
taking of the study. After such a time lag, it was 
not possible to contact some members of the QUIT 
sample and it also seems likely that employees' 
interest in the relocation may have declined over this 
period. Another problem associated with such a time 
lag would be a possible shifting of attitudes decreas- 


ing the reliability of some of the findings. 


One way of overcoming some of these problems 
mentioned above would be the use of structured inter- 
views or personally administered questionnaires. The 
study should be undertaken in conjunction with the 
decision to relocate to avoid the problems associated 
with a long time lag. These steps should help ensure 


a higher percentage of returns (particularly for the 
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83 
QUIT sample) increasing the probability of obtaining a 


more representative sample. 


Another problem encountered in the present 
Study was the inadequacy of some of the measures (eg., 
jebesaticfaction,. travel. Chmonebley, Veyeeyel ps © ate BUS 
evident that more research is required to ensure that 


such variables can be measured in a meaningful manner. 


Structural changes in the hospital's organiza- 
tion also occurred in conjunction with the relocation. 
However, the relocation also involved expansion and it 
was not possible to assess whether the organizational 
changes which occurred were related to relocation, 
expansion or both. In the present study, the researcher 
was not aware of the organizational changes which had 
occurred until indications of these changes on the 
returned questionnaires led to further investigation. 
As these changes were not examined directly by the 
questionnaire, it was difficult, in the present study, 
to separate the consequences of these changes from the 
consequences of relocation. In future research, any 
organizational changes should be identified apriori 


to allow for direct examination in the study. 


Other limitations are related to the fact that 


the study was concerned with the relocation of a hospital. 
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This is a highly specific type of institution which has 
a high proportion of female employees. Thus, it may 
not be possible to generalize the findings to industries 
where the workforce is largely male. Additionally, a 
large number of employees are semi-skilled individuals 
(eg., CNA, CNO) whose training is not highly transfer- 
able. Also, somewhat unique to a hospital setting, 
are the hierarchical problems associated with the com- 
position of the workforce; This makes it difficult to 
generalize the findings of the present study to other 
industries. Replication of studies of this nature in 
other settings is an important step in fully understand- 


ing the effects of relocation on turnover. 


Although the findings of the present study 
must be regarded as inconclusive for the reasons 
mentioned above, this study has served to identify some 
of the major problems involved in research in this area. 
It has further served to delineate some of the important 
variables on which future research in this area might 


focus. 
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APPENDIX A: QUESTIONNAIRE MAILED TO ALL SUBJECTS 
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FACULTY OF BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION AND COMMERCE 


THE UNIVERSITY oF ALBERTA 
EDMONTON 7, CANADA 


Maver ae lo fil 


Dear 


You are being asked to participate in a study to 
determine some of the effects of the relocation of the Misericordia 
Hospital on it's employees. Your cooperation in filling out the 
enclosed questionnaire is necessary for the successful completion 
of this study. The study is being carried out as a research 
project in the Master of Business Administration program at the 
University of Alberta. The answers you provide will be kept 
Strictly confidential and will be seen only by the researcher. 
Pledse do not write your name anywhere on the questionnaire. 


In some questions the alternatives you have to choose from 
may not exactly describe your situation. Please select the answer 
which best describes your situation. It is important that you 
answer all of the questions. Space is provided at the end of the 
questionnaire for any comments you may wish to make about the 
questions or about the relocation itself. 


Please insert your completed questionnaire in the stamped 
envelope provided and return as soon as possible. 


Thank you for your cooperation. 


Yours truly, 


George A. Knight, 
GAK:1b Graduate Studies. 


Bnei 
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Part A 88 


1. What was your highest educational level attained? 
Elementary School (grades 1-6) 
Junior High School (grades 7-9) 
Some High School 
Complete High School 
Some Technical or Vocational School 
Complete Technical or Vocational School 
Nurses Aide Training (CNA) 
Orderly Training (CNO) 
Some University 
Bachelor Degree 
Masters Degree 
Nurses Training (RN) other than university 


2. Please indicate the amount of time you spent working at each of the 
following since leaving school. 


Total time you have worked years months 
Total time spent working in hospitals years months 
Total time you worked at the Misericordia years months 


3. Were you the sole income earner in your family, at the time the Misericordia 
moved? 


Yes No 


4. If you answered no to question 3, what percentage of total family income 
did you earn? 


% 


5. How many children, or other dependents, depended upon you for Support at 
the time of the move of the Misericordia Hospital? 


dependents 
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6. What type of accommodation did you have when you worked at the old 
Misericordia Hospital? 


My own home 

A rented home 

A suite or apartment 
A room only 

Room and board 

Lived with my parents 


Lived in hospital residence 


7. How long had you lived in that residence, up to July 1969? 


years months 


8. How long had you lived in that area of the city, up to July 1969? 


years months 


9. Did you look for accommodation nearer to the new Misericordia Hospital? 
Noy ladidinot, cousider moving 


I thought about moving, but 
did not look 


I looked, but only casually 
I looked very hard 

10. I£ you looked for accommodation closer to.the new Misericordia Hospital 

please indicate what type you were looking for. 

A house to buy 
A house to rent 
An apartment’ or suite 
A room only 


Room and board 
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Please indicate how available this type of accommodation was in the 
area of the new Misericordia Hospital. 


Le 


There was none available 


Some was available, but none was suitable 


Suitable accommodation was available, but 
it was too expensive 


Suitable accommodation was available 
12. Did you own a car at the time of the move of the Misericordia, or have 
a car available to drive yourself to work? 


Yes No 


13. How did you usually get to work at the old Misericordia? 
My own car 
Car pool 
Bus 
Walked 


Other (please specify) 


14. How far did you live from the old Misericordia Hospital? 
blocks 
15. On the average, how long did it take you to get to work at the old 
Misericordia? 


minutes 


16. How far did you live from the new Misericordia Hospital? 


blocks 


17. If you used the bus to get to work at both the new and old Misericordia 
Hospitals, please indicate your feelings as to the quality of 
service provided. Was the service to the new hospital 
at the time of the niove —— 


Much better than to the old hospital 

A little better than to the old hospital 
About the same 

A little poorer than to the old hospital 


Much poorer than to the old hospital 
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18. Did you look for another job after learning that the Misericordia 
Hospital would be moved? 


Yes, I began looking immediately (any time up to 
three months after learning of the move) 


Yes, I began looking about one or two months 
before the move was to be made 


Yes, I began looking less than one month 
before the move was to be made 


Yes, I began looking after the move was made 
NO wibdtd mete look at all 
19. If you looked for another job, how available were they? Please 
consider only those which you would have considered suitable. 
Many jobs were available 
A few jobs were available 


No jobs were available 


20. What type of work were you seeking? 
Gamewonesimular sa) sanea nospa tal 
by SHot@in ashospital 
c) either of above 
Different type a) “ina hospital 
Bymenoteen aanospLtea |. 
c) either of above 


Any kind of work in any kind of business 


The following questions refer to your feelings about the job you held 
at the old Misericordia at the time of the move of the hospital. 
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indicate which statement best describes your feelings about 
job at the old Misericordia. 


was very Satisfied with my job 
was fairly well satisfied with my job 


was neither satisfied nor dissatisfied, 
it was just an average job 


was a little dissatisfied with my job 


was very dissatisfied with my job 

indicate which statement best describes your feelings about 
Supervisor at the old Misericordia. 

was very Satisfied with my supervisor 

was fairly well satisfied with my supervisor 


was neither satisfted nor dissatisfied, he (she) 
was just average 


was a little dissatisfied with my supervisor 
was very dissatisfied with my supervisor 
indicate which statement best describes your feelings about 
fellow workers at the old Misericordia. 
was very satisfied with them 

was fairly satisfied with them 


Waseneither Satistied mor dissatisfied, they 
were just average 


was a little dissatisfied with them 


was very dissatisfied with them 


old Misericordia Hospital I was employed as 


a 


i 


weus 


alias? 


a 


a ee Se ih 
| 
“ad co itode Sabietant 
dol 7H diy hehrersae tiow yuh nes ’ 
tye inoath vor baeae owe vatgiae ine SI 
dui sgeeve ne dept BA SPOS 
dit ve Psdet bak? 


2 poltcd peat Sissel) eZee 
dol vor nbts 


heti=?ieehh wey) eegut’ 


ic 
Ww 
— 


snAsicd 


ek, 
. = ahs obeecebent seh 
4 bi Meee FL 


s2))" [ida 


Kia 36 FoChr—ague YuG 


,; hoary : 
Josue go Addy bslitelgke Gey R 


py Fe ray lau Vipde 
ive i 4t ion Wetilel jus vetiiee Gee 
J AV IIVG font aa 
, 77 h i siaitet 
HE iy O14 vlitivseut) ay ae 
4 F 


d é { ‘ fis Jc. (235 ad etaot hed 
+iv96It blo Sf ts eaeelvot weliee 


eijelien vaew gael: 


“ag 
Haws ist pAajtelae vivted zow F 
: 4 ob mm. eS [ ele 
r wel ¢ rhe aston vaw 

Se 15ys sbatt, ose 
arsila, nire (het g te 


pagel & ot : 


Madi odyie fh 


s 
as hovoiqws 2ev 1 isdiygeoR “henna 
en gee ia “TR 
; — oe 
» a 
7h 
é i 
Wee : 


aa 
hee 


- 


QUESTIONNAIRE MAILED TO STAY SUBJECTS ONLY 
23 


Part B -] 
1. Did you move closer to the new Misericordia Hospital? 
Yesm YStyY No 25 
2. If you moved how far are you from the new Misericordia Hospital now? 
- ® Blocks 
3. How long does it take you to get to work at the new Misericordia? 


minutes 


4. If you did not move, how long does it take you to get to work at the 
new Misericordia? 


minutes 
5. How do you get to work now? 
My own car 
Car pool 
Bus 
Walk 


Other (please specify) 


6. Please indicate the statement which best describes your present 
situation. 


I am doing the same or similar work as I had at the 
old Misericordia Hospital 


Ll have been promoted to a better job, than I had at the 
old Misericordia Hospital 


The job I have now is not as good as the one I had at 
the old Misericordia Hospital 


Questions 7-9 refer to your feelings about the job you now have at the 
new Misericordia Hospital. 
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7. Please indicate which of the following best describes your feelings 
about your present job at the new Misericordia. 


I am very satisfied with my job 
{I am fairly well satisfied with my job 


I am neither satisfied nor dissatisfied, 
Tt is just) an average job 


I ama little dissatisfied with my job 
I am very dissatisfied with my job 
8. Please indicate which statement best describes your feelings about 
your present supervisor at the new Misericordia. 
I am very satisfied with my supervisor 
I am fairly well satisfied with my supervisor 


fam neither Satisfied nor dissatisfied, 
he (she) is just average 


I am a little dissatisfied with my 
Supervisor 


I am very dissatisfied with my supervisor 
9. Please indicate which statement best describes your feelings abecut 
your fellow workers at the new Misericordia. 
I am very satisfied with them 
I am fairly satisfied with them 


I am neither satisfied nor dissatisfied, 
they are just average 
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I am very dissatisfied with them 
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10. If everything else was equal, which hospital do you think you 
would be happiest working in? 


The new Misericordia Hospital 
The old Misericordia Hospital 
They were about the same 
ll. Did the location of the new Misericordia Hospital have any affect on 
your answer to question 10? 
Very much 
Some 
None 
Any additional comments you may wish to make in regards to the type of 


questions asked in this questionnaire or in regards to the relocation 
itself, would be welcomed. 
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QUESTIONNAIRE MAILED TO OUTT SUBJECTS ONLY 
Part be) 


1. Please indicate the main reason for your resignation from the 
Hospital. 


Moving of the hospital 

Return to school 

LO ltravel 

To be married 

Moved away from Edmonton 

Pregnancy 

Health problems (your health only) 

Family problems (illness in family, marital, etc.) 


To take a better job 


In what way was the job better? 


Otnerm (please speci ty) ms 


to resign? 


I would definitely have resigned even if the 
hoSspitads hadi notmpeen re located 


I probably would have resigned even if the hospital 
had! not been, relocated 


The relocation played no part in my decision to 
resign 


I probably would not have resigned if the hospital 
had not been relocated 


I definitely would not have resigned if the 
hospital had not been relocated 


Please indicate which of the following best describes your 
situation at the time of the move. 


Tonad another job to go to immediately after 
resigning 


I found another job less than one month after 
resigning 

I found another job less than three months after 
resigning 


I did not look for another job 
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Misericordia 


To what extent did the moving of the hospital affect your decision 
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4. Please indicate which of the following best describes your 
work history since leaving the Misericordia. 
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Questions 5 


or the last job you held since leaving the employment of the 


have been steadily employed 
have worked, but only when work was available 
worked for awhile, but am now retired 


have been unemployed ever since leaving the 
Misericordia because no work was available 


have been retired ever since leaving the 
hospital ( have not looked for work) 


to 7 refer to your feelings about your present job 


Misericordia. 


5. Please indicate which statement best describes your feelings 


about 
ug 
ir 
it 


I 
if 


your job. 
am very satisfied with my job 
amerairly well satistied with my job 


am neither satisfied nor dissatisfied, 
it is just an average job 


am a little dissatisfied with my job 


am very dissatisfied with my job 


6. Please indicate which statement best describes your feelings 


about 
Ai 
I 
iL: 


At 
ag 


your supervisor. 
am very satisfied with my supervisor 
am fairly well satisfied with my supervisor 


am neither satisfied nor dissatisfied, he (she) 
ts justeaverage 


am a little dissatisfied with my supervisor 


am very dissatisfied with my supervisor 


7. Please indicate which statement best describes your feelings 


about 
i 
it 


your present fellow workers. 
am very satisfied with them 
am fairly satisfied with them 


am neither satisfied nor dissatisfied, 
they are just average 


am a little dissatisfied with them 


am very dissatisfied with them 
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8. If you worked at the new Misericordia Hospital for a while before 
resigning, how long did it take you to get to work? 
minutes 


9. If you did not work at the new Misericordia Hospital at all, please 
estimate how long it would have taken you to get to work? 


minutes 


10. I am now employed as 


Any additional comments you may wish to make in regards to the type of 
questions asked in this questionnaire or in regards to the relocation 
itself, would be welcomed. 
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